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FOR UIMEDIATE USE

"OU~t of l\tprt~tntatibt~, U1.~.
Ctlmmitltt on 2lgricultuft
lIIa.«binglon, ):l.C. 20515

SEPTEMBER 10, 1971

WASHINGTON .•• Sept. 10, 1971---The House Committee on Agriculture today
approved a draft of legislation

grantin~

the new Environmental Protection

Agency (EPA) broad controls over the manufacture, distributton and use of
pes ticides.
All pesticides, whether for agricultural use or those like
insecticide sprays used in homes, are covered.

Fertilizers are not covered.

Following months of public hearings at which federal officials,
conservation groups and chemical manufacturerers testified, the committee
approved a legislative draft and instructed Chairman W. R. (Bob) Poage, D-Tex.,
to introduce it early next week.

This clean bill will then be promptly

referred back to the committee for expected approval.
The proposed new law actually would be a complete rewriting of
the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act, essentially broadening its scope.

The EPA authority largely is limited now to seeing that

pesticides bear labels showing their chemical makeup and directions as to
their use.

Under the pending legislation the agency is given strong regu-

latory powers.
The hearings were called originally on a bill (H.R. 4152) introdued on February 10, 1971 jointly by Poage and Rep. Page Belcher, R-Okla.,
ranking minority member of the committee, who observed at the time that they
had introduced it at the request of the Administration and were not necessarily supporting all of its provisions.

As

finally approved by the

committee, after many days of consideration and voting on dozens of amendments, the bill embodies so many compromises and changes that it was
decided to introduce a so-called "clean" measure in order to expedite its
handling on the House floor.
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Although FIFRA is federal legislation, it is contemplated that
the states will play a new and very

impore~t

role in its enforcement, and

the new provisions authorize the federal government to cooperate with them
in various ways, including grants to help finance inspection and enforcement
programs •
Here are some of the principal provisions in the new legislation:
1.

Classification:

All pesticides will come under one of two

groups - those for general use, or those for restxicted use.

Those in the

first category include insecticide sprays and other such chemicals which
are not dangerous to human beings or the environment.
category are highly toxic

Those in the restricted

to man or the environment and are to be

used only by or under the immediate superVision of trained applicators.
applicators themselves will be divided into two groups:
private.

commercial and

Farmers will comprise the great majority of the private applicators.
2.

forth.

The

Hearing and review:

procedures for registration are set

It is provided that an advisory committee named on recommendation

by the National Academy of Sciences may be requested by an applicant to
pass judgment on issues involved when the EPA has turned down the applicant.
The EPA insisted very strenuously that it, not the scientific organiration,
should select the scientists who will serve on this board.
3.

Maximum fine of up to $25,000 and up to a year imprisonment

is provided under the criminal penalties section for companies and their
responsible officials; up to a $1,000 fine and up to 30 days imprisonment
against farmers, who knowingly violate the law.

The civil penalties section

provides a maximum fine of $5,000 against a company and up to $1,000 against
a farmer who has ignrreda warning that he was engaging in a prohibited use.
(There are no civil penalties under the existing FIFRA provisions.)
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4.

Appeals from the EPA would go directly to federal Circuit

Courts of Appeal, with proceedings based on records in the case compiled
at EPA hearings.
5.

The President has the authority to exempt federal agencies

from being covered by the act if he deems emergency conditions exist where
it is in the public interest to use pesticides irrespective of restrictions
set forth in the law.
6.

The new legislation authorizes the federal law to preempt

state and local laws in regard to all labeling and packaging requirements.
However, the states may completely ban shipments within their boundaries
of restricted pesticides if they want to take such action.
7.

Indemnities are authorized for those who have pesticides left

on hand if and when the EPA administrator should issue a cancellation of
registration.

The owner of such banned products would be reimbursed for

the fair market value of the pesticide -- which had been made and distributed
in the first place only after the EPA administrator had found that its
manufacture and use would be safe.
8.

The President is directed to prohibit the importation of any

agricultural commodities into the United States from a country that does
not have at least equal restrictions with respect to the use of pesticides
as are enforced in this country.

This restriction would apply only in

regard to cO!lllllodities produced in substantial quantities within the
continental United States.
and coffee.
H. R. 26.

Thus it would not apply to such items as bananas

This is substantially the bill introduced by Chairman Poage as
Although the Administration has long expressed opposition to the

measure, it was approved by a 25 to 6 vote as a provision in the new bill.
The Chairman stated that he did not know whether the bill would
pass or not but he commended the committee for having done a diligent job
over many weeks of work and for having produced a bill which would prOVide
maximum protection for the rights of all groups concerned.
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